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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 

» 

03/09/2007 has been entered. 

2. . Applicant's claim for foreign priority has been acknowledged. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Toub (US Patent 6,674,450) in view of Cohen (US Patent 5,903,898). 

♦ 

5. With respect to claim 1, Toub discloses a method for persisting data 
manipulations in a transaction processing system that consists of a first computer 
system issuing a data manipulation request to a database having a plurality of records 
and a second computer system accessing said database according to said data 
manipulation request (Toub: Column 5, lines 3-56; Column 4, lines 9-29; Figure 2), said 
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method comprising: 

a step where said first computer system designates a search condition, 
requesting said second computer system to retrieve records that satisfy said search 
condition from said database; a step where said second computer system retrieves all 
records that satisfy said search condition designated by said first computer system from 
said database, sending the contents thereof back to said first computer system (Toub: 
Column 5, lines 3-56); 

a step where said first computer system executes preset data manipulations on a 
memory located on said first computer to said database objects, which correspond to 
contents of records retrieved by said second computer system (Toub: Column 5, lines 
3-56; Column 9, lines 47-67; Column 10, lines 1-11). 

However, Toub does not disclose explicitly: 

recording the contents of said data manipulations into said memory as a log by a 

record; 

The Cohen reference, however, discloses storing information changes made to 
the database by data manipulation as a log file (Cohen: Column 5, lines 26-30; Column 
6, lines 64-67; Column 7, lines 1-2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, to have combined the teachings of Cohen with the 
teaching of Toub to have added storing data manipulation records as a log file to the 
method of data manipulation in a transaction processing system to store database 
operations so that the operations can be re-performed to restore the database to its pre 
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failure state after a failure (Cohen: Column 2, lines 23-28). 
Toub in view of Cohen discloses: 

a step where said first computer system stores the contents of said database 
object and said log after the data manipulations into a message, sending the message 
to the second computer system when all of said preset data manipulations to the 
database object are completed, the message including both a plurality of database 
objects corresponding to a plurality of records, and also a plurality of logs (Toub: 
Column 5, lines 3-56; Cohen: Column 5, lines 26-30; Column 6, lines 64-67; Column 7, 
lines 1-2); and 

a step where said second computer system accesses said database according to 
the contents of said log in said message received from said first computer system and 
the second computer system reflects said database object to said database (Toub: 
Column 5, lines 3-56; Cohen: Column 5, lines 26-30; Column 6, lines 64-67; Column 7, 
lines 1-2). 

6. With respect to claim 2, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 1, wherein said 
first computer system only stores the database object whose contents are updated by 
said data manipulations and the database object that is added by said data 
manipulation in said massage to send it to the second computer system (Cohen: 
Column 2, lines 47-57; Toub: Column 5, lines 3-56). 
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7. With respect to claim 3, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 1, wherein said 
first computer system stores contents of a database object after the final data 
manipulation in said message to send it to said second computer system when a 
plurality of data manipulations were executed for said database object (Cohen: Column 
2, lines 47-57; Toub: Column 5, lines 3-56). 

» 

8. With respect to claim 4, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 3, wherein said 
first computer system stores contents of only one log, which is needed to reflect said 
database object stored in said massage to said database, in said message when a 
plurality of data manipulations were executed for said database object (Cohen: Column 
2, lines 61-63). 

« 

9. With respect to claim 5, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system stores one update log and contents after the final update in said 
massage with respect to a predetermined database object when update was repeated 
to said database object (Cohen: Column 2, lines 47-52). 

10. With respect to claim 6, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
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first computer system stores one insertion log and contents after the update in a 

* 

message with respect to a predetermined database object when update was executed 
after insertion for said database object (Cohen: Column 2, lines 47-52). 

1 1 . With respect to claim 7, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system stores one deletion log in said massage and does not store 
contents with respect to a predetermined database object when deletion was executed 
after update for said database object (Cohen: Column 2, lines 35-63; Cohen: Column 3, 
lines 32-35). 

12. With respect to claim 8, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system does not store a log and contents with respect to a predetermined 
database object when deletion was executed after insertion for said database object 
(Cohen: Column 3, lines 32-35; Column 2, lines 35-46). 

1 3. With respect to claim 9, Toub in view of Cohen discloses a data manipulating 
program for a remote database comprising: 

* 

a first step where a client computer, which communicates with a server computer 
accessing a database to execute transaction for said database, designates a search 
condition, requesting said server computer to retrieve records that satisfy said search 
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condition from said database (Toub: Column 5, lines 3-56); 

a second step where said client computer executes preset data manipulations on 
a memory located on said client computer to database objects, which correspond to 
contents of the records retrieved by said server computer, recording the contents of the 
data manipulations into said memory as a log by a record (Toub: Column 5, lines 3-56; 
Cohen: Column 5, lines 26-30; Column 6, lines 64-67; Column 7, lines 1-2); and 

a third step where said client computer stores the contents of said database 
object and said log after said data manipulations into a message, sending said message 
to said server computer, said message including both a plurality of database objects 

■ 

corresponding to a plurality of records, and also a plurality of logs, thereby requesting to 
reflect said database object to said database when all of said preset data manipulations 
to said database object are completed (Toub: Column 5, lines 3-56; Column 11, lines 
4-30; Cohen: Column 5, lines 26-30; Column 6, lines 64-67; Column 7, lines 1-2). 

14. With respect to claim 10, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulating 
program for a remote database according to claim 9, wherein modules that make said 
client computer execute said first and second steps are programmed to vary from one 
business content to another, and wherein a module that makes said client computer 
execute said third step is programmed to be common to all business contents (Toub: 
Column 4, lines 63-67; Column 5, lines 1-56). 
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* 

Remarks 

15. Applicant's arguments filed on March 9, 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive for the following reasons: 

Applicant argues that Toub and Cohen do not teach or even suggest the features 
"that a plurality of records are sent between two computer systems after they are 
searched and retrieved". 

Examiner respectfully disagrees all of the allegations as argued. Examiner, in his 
previous office action, gave detail explanation of claimed limitation and pointed out 
exact locations in the cited prior art. 

Examiner is entitled to give claim limitations their broadest reasonable 
interpretation in light of the specification. See MPEP 21 1 1 [R-1] 

Interpretation of Claims-Broadest Reasonable Interpretation: 

During patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.' Applicant always has the 
opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution and broad interpretation by the 
examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be interpreted more 
broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 162 USPQ 541,550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

Toub teaches in column 4 lines 9-29 and column 5 lines 3-56 the client 
requesting the server to send interactive data-bound controls corresponding to the data 
in the server, which are organized in a database management system. The server 
sends the contents of the request or the requesting data-controls corresponding to the 
data to the client, which the client manipulates to change the corresponding data in the 
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server. When the changes to the data are identified, they are communicated to the 

V 

server computer and changed. 

16. In response to applicant's argument, to combine the references, the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 
837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

"Test of obviousness is not whether features of secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into primary reference's structure, nor whether claimed invention is 
expressly suggested in any one or all of references; rather, test is what combined 

3 

teachings of references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in art ." 

In re Keller, Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

"Reason, suggestion, or motivation to combine two or more prior art references in 
single invention may come from references themselves, from knowledge of those skilled 
in art that certain references or disclosures in references are known to be of interest in 
particular field, or from nature of problem to be solved;" Pro-Mold and Tool Co. v. Great 
Lakes Plastics Inc. U.S. Court of Appeals Federal Circuit 37 USPQ2d 1626 Decided 
February 7, 1996 Nos. 95-1171,-1181 

"[q]uestion is whether there is something in prior art as whole to suggest 
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desirability, and thus obviousness, of making combination." Lindemann Maschinenfabrik 
GMBH v. American Hoist and Derrick Company et al. U.S. Court of Appeals Federal 
Circuit 221 USPQ481 Decided Mar. 21, 1984 No 83-1178. 

In Column 5 lines 3-56, Toub discloses communications between a client and a 
server and manipulation of data, and in Column 6 lines 64-67 Cohen discloses a log file, 
which stores any updates due to data manipulation. It would have been obvious from 
the combination of Toub and Cohen for a log file to be generated while data received 

from the server side was being manipulated at the client side and the log file to be 

i 

communicated from the client side to the server side once the manipulated data 
information is sent back to the server side database. The suggestion or motivation 
would be to store operations/manipulations so that the operations/manipulations can be 
re-performed or undone to restore the contents to its pre-failure state after a failure 
(Cohen: Column 2, lines 23-38). 

For the above reasons, Examiner believed that rejection of the last Office action 
was proper. 

Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The Carlson reference (US Publication 2005/0278316) teaches 
about data manipulation between first and second computer connected with a database. 
The Cameron reference (US Publication 2002/0174136) teaches about transaction log 
files. 
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for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
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